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Susan Pedersen THE NOTION OF SEPARATE SPHERES of work and politics for men and women has a long and complex genealogy, in Britain as elsewhere. The articulation of an idealized vision of a family organized around male maintenance and female dependence appears in both the nineteenth-century evangelical revival and tradeunion campaigns for a male family wage; political radicals also stressed working men's support of women and children as a sign of their worthiness for wider citizenship rights.5 Nevertheless, in the period before World War I, no particular model of family relations had received the unambigious endorsement of the state. Social policies were by no means uniformly organized around the presumption of male maintenance and female dependence, and even the embryonic "rights-based" social programs introduced by the Liberal governments immediately before the war varied in their approach to the working-class family. True, the unemployment and sickness insurance schemes were intended primarily to maintain the earnings of working men, but other innovations such as old-age pensions and school meals bypassed these male breadwinners to approach deserving nonearners directly.6 Pre-war social policies, then, reflected no one master plan by the state to shape family structure and gender roles. Furthermore, in the period before the war, major responsibility for the relief of distress remained in the hands of local Poor Law authorities and private charities, both of which tended to distribute aid without reference to "rights" at all but on the condition of recipients' attempts at self-help and moral reform.7 "Welfare" before the war thus not only lacked the status of a citizenship right, it was often not in the hands of the national state.
In no area was the lack of a uniform state policy toward family welfare and the family wage more evident than in that central arena of state employment, the army. When the war broke out, marriage in the army was regulated by a system known 6 On the Liberal reforms, see Bentley B. Gilbert, The Evolution of National Insurance in Great Britain (London, 1966). Gilbert laid great stress on the significance of school meals as a prototype for later welfare measures, but I would argue that school meals represent a vision of direct welfare provision that was bypassed after 1919 in favor of the alternative policy of bolstering the position of the male wage earner. School meals were controversial precisely because they challenged the absolute responsibility of the father to maintain his family, while social insurance benefits helped him to do so even when earnings failed. 7 Pat Thane, "Women and the Poor Law in Victorian and Edwardian England," History Workshop
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Susan Pedersen rendering good and necessary service to the State, he ought to be assured of such a reward as will enable him to maintain himself and his family in a state of decency and comfort." A liberalization of marriage regulations would, he concluded, "tend to greater morality"-a coded way of saying that married men would no longer resort to prostitutes.10 In the conflict between Roberts and Tennant is encapsulated the debate between statist and voluntarist visions of the aims and appropriate limits of both economic assistance and state intervention. Roberts's claim was that the exercise of certain social and economic activities-including marriage and the support of a familywere fundamental rights of the male citizen. The state was thus required to provide the conditions under which such activities were possible for all men who fulfilled the basic duties of the citizen, usually seen as soldiering or working. L. T. Hobhouse, the quintessential philosopher of New Liberalism, expressed this opinion most succinctly in 191 1 when he defined the state's responsibility toward its citizens (posited automatically as male) as follows: "It is not for the State to feed, house or clothe them. It is for the State to take care that the economic conditions are such that the normal man who is not defective in mind or body or will can by useful labour feed, house, and clothe himself and his family."" l And, if the state's obligation extended to the economic oversight of society as a whole, surely it had a special responsibility for its own employees-its soldiers.
Hobhouse's point of view might have been accepted by most Liberal and Labour members of Parliament by 1914, but it would have been contested by many of those who often had the greatest jurisdiction over those in need: members of the philanthropic societies. Voluntary social workers influenced by the principles of the Charity Organization Society certainly agreed that men should support their wives but contended that they should do so through their own exertions. If they failed, they had no "right" to the benevolent assistance of the state.'2 In contrast to Liberal and Labour rhetoric, which posited a rights-based claim to social entitlements for men in particular, philanthropic workers tended to recognize not rights but needs and to insist that such needs be met not by universal provision but by self-help and the discriminating intervention of voluntary social workers. Even those settlement workers and home visitors who were receptive to an increase in state intervention stressed the importance of cross-class contact and "moralization" and feared the curtailment of their sphere of social action. Philanthropic organizations active among soldiers and sailors were-as Tennant discovered-particularly jealous of their privileges.
In the pre-war debate over the boundaries of voluntary and state authority, state bureaucracies by no means inevitably supported their own expansion. During the 1913 conflict over the degree to which the army should permit men to marry, for example, the War Office and Treasury showed themselves implacably opposed to costly extensions of government responsibilities. The presence of an organized network of philanthropic organizations made War Office intransigence possible, and the Liberal government-despite parliamentary protest-was quite willing to delegate the task of organizing the support and relief of soldiers' families to officers' wives, charitable groups, and social workers.
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The war intruded on this political settlement and annulled it. Briefly, the war brought about three key changes in the structure of political opportunity. First, it swept away the usual political restrictions on government spending and expansion, as Parliament voted virtually unlimited credits for the war. Treasury control was supplanted by only the most cursory of actuarial estimates, and proliferating government bureaucracies found little check on either their spending or their extension of public control.'3 Second, the war created a massive need for industrial and military manpower. In the absence of conscription (not introduced in Britain until 1916), such needs could be met only by voluntary enlistment from a wide range of age and social groups-a process that, in turn, dramatically altered the character and composition of the wartime army. 14Finally, this quest for increased production and recruits placed the representatives of working men in positions of some influence. Both the Trade Union Congress and the War Emergency Workers' National Committee came to act as coordinating bodies, pressuring and negotiating directly with the government in matters affecting the Labour movement.'5
In this new political climate, arguments stressing the social obligations of the state and the male right to maintain a wife and family gained new resonance and power. Respectable male workers would only join up, M.P.s argued and recruiting officers corroborated, if their wives and children were adequately cared for in their absence-and by the state, not by the charities.'6 The Liberal government shared their view: although the War Office hedged for a few days, on August 10, 1914, Prime Minister H. H. Asquith announced that separation allowances would be paid for all wives, including those "off the strength."'97 Concessions on rates followed in 1914 and early 1915, demonstrating the government's acceptance of the contention that, as one Liberal M.P. put it, there would be "a more speedy and more general rally to the Colours, if you relieve the minds of the men who, for many reasons, anxious to serve their country, have justly felt that their first duty was to their home, their wives, and their children."'8 Nor was political pressure isolated or shortlived. The Workers' National Committee launched a successful campaign for higher rates after the introduction of conscription for married men; a major back-bench revolt and considerable resentment in the army wrung further concessions out of a reluctant Treasury in 1918. In surveying the decisions on rates, it appears that the defenders of soldiers' rights won their argument: the Cabinet accepted, albeit reluctantly, that basic allowances must be universal, met entirely by state funds, and at least marginally adequate for subsistance needs (see Table 2 for rates). 19 As the political landscape changed, a rhetoric linking men's citizenship status to their role as heads of households became the dominant idiom of wartime discussions of separation allowances. It was not the only paradigm available, however; some alternative definitions of "social citizenship" could be found in the early twentieth-century debate over the "woman question." Many pre-war feminists, for example, pointed to women's domestic work when arguing for greater rights; H. G. Wells and a few like-minded socialists even contemplated direct payments to mothers for their "service to the state. In this lacuna, the early work of administering, advancing, and supplementing allowances necessarily devolved on the voluntary organizations that had monopolized much of the work of relieving distress before the war. Especially important was the Soldiers' and Sailors' Families Association (SSFA), a prominent philanthropic society with much royal patronage that had administered allowances to "off the strength" wives during the Boer War. In August of 1914, the SSFA's viable local chapters were primarily in port and garrison towns, but new chapters were rapidly set up, often by simply incorporating new local war relief committees. In Liverpool, the suffrage society led by Eleanor Rathbone took over the local SSFA, divided the city into twenty-nine districts, enrolled some 1,000 voluntary workers, and soon established a "caseload" of 17,000 families.27 Local appeals across the country brought forth an avalanche of women volunteers. By 1915, the SSFA counted 900 branches staffed by some 50,000 voluntary workers.28
For the first two years of the war, and in the face of government incapacity, the SSFA acted as the administrative agent of the War Office. Some of this work was, essentially, client advocacy, with SSFA "ladies" clearing up administrative muddles and badgering paymasters about delays. More problematically, they were also responsible for investigating claims, a process that often involved "searching enquiries" into family life and income, which left one visitor "declaring that the only work left for them after the war would be to qualify as detectives."29 Although, after October of 1914, the basic allowance was paid out through the post office, the SSFA continued to operate a system of "friendly visiting" and to pay out supplementary allowances, which were distributed in person, conditional on good behavior, and given in kind if the applicant was deemed unreliable. The visitors' functions of administration and surveillance were inextricably mixed: they acted as the advocates, disciplinarians, troubleshooters, and morality police of soldiers' wives.
The beliefs that motivated many of the SSFA workers, like the wartime rhetoric of soldiers' rights, reflected a complex tangle of class and gender interests. religious convictions and ideals of public service, they saw their work as a mission with a feminist tint, from woman to woman. While they denied any intent "to preach or criticize," they accepted without question that they were, simply by social position, fit to offer guidance on everything from child care to soupmaking, and that such advice would be "taken in good part by the wife and mother."31 They congratulated themselves "that numberless homes have become better, happier, cleaner, through the tactful efforts of the visitors" and looked forward to the day when the soldier would return to find "a real home, money in the bank, and a sober affectionate wife-all through the influence of the SSFA."32
The SSFA may have been the only organization capable of taking over the administration of allowances at a moment's notice, but its independence, class composition, and explicit moral agenda did nothing to endear it to politicians already critical of the vesting of administrative powers in the hands of a private charity. Having established that allowances were not charity but a "right," politicians across the political spectrum argued that their administration must be taken over by local government committees operating under ministerial and parliamentary supervision. They bolstered their case by charging the SSFA with inefficiency, parsimony, and especially with "inquisitorial methods," which were "a disgrace to everybody concerned."33 Charges of inefficiency were not, in fact, entirely fair, since, despite its hasty mobilization, the SSFA had managed to aid more than 300,000 wives and 700,000 children It was in these hearings that the conflict between the "voluntarist" and "statist" agendas-and between women and men-emerged most clearly, particularly in the vitriolic exchanges between George Barnes, the committee's Labour representative, and the witnesses for the SSFA. While Barnes, the Workers' National Committee, and the Women's Labour League all argued for a generous flat rate, administered through the local Old Age Pensions Committees, and free of all charitable Gender, Welfare, and Citizenship in Britain during the Great War 995 work, they were, as Rathbone had feared, to some extent marginalized. The Statutory Committee was happy to recommend their summary appointment because, it noted, separation allowances were a temporary issue less central than war pensions and thus could presumably be safely delegated to subcommittees of women.43 Furthermore, while SSFA workers continued to register claims, they now operated under regulations not of their own making and with which they occasionally disagreed. They were, for example, distressed to find that government regulations disqualified them from supplementing allowances out of charitable funds for women with high rents.44 Their authority as an alternative institution with sweeping powers over relief had been effectively neutralized. Incorporated into the state, they had to play by its rules. The bitterness of the debate over charitable control was not only a disagreement over access to (unpaid) work, although volunteer social workers were understandably protective of the profession they had created. Something more fundamental was at stake: the question of who could "speak for" working-class women and on what terms they would be incorporated into the state. Labour representatives denounced the inquisitorial methods and colonizing vision of the SSFA, but their hostility stemmed in part from the perception that, by bypassing working men to approach wives directly, the charities attacked Labour's claim to represent women's interests. While Labour leaders routinely stressed that allowances were a "right," granted in recognition of men's struggle to support their families on inadequate wages, Rathbone said men were sometimes simply selfish, keeping a disproportionate amount of the "family wage" for their own use. Yet, while SSFA visitors were able to uncover the presumption of male domestic control hidden in Labour rhetoric, they did so largely to defend their own professional status, itself riddled with assumptions about middle-class women's qualifications as moral exemplars. The SSFA was at this stage unable to hear or to produce any egalitarian theory of working women's own legitimate and unmediated claims on the state. Raised in a philanthropic tradition that stressed the performance of reciprocal duties rather than the possession of rights, voluntary workers fell back on their defense of cross-class sympathy and moral reform-a vision deeply out of step with wartime democratic sentiment.
This conflict between parliamentarians and voluntarists, men and women, was quickly cast in terms of progress and reaction. Having captured the rhetorical high ground of rights-based claims, the parliamentary spokesmen for the soldier-citizen went on to argue that "rights" must necessarily be enforced in the public sphere, through state action. Labour in particular distinquished sharply between public control (good) and private control (bad),-thus eliding the question of whether state control was any more "democratic" for voteless women than that of the charities. But the identification of allowances as a right guaranteed by the state could only be read as a victory for women if one assumed (as Labour did and as Rathbone hotly denied) that wives' interests could automatically be collapsed into those of their husbands. In the absence of such an assumption, the new recognition of male social citizenship merely opened the relationship of the couple to official scrutiny, as bureaucrats attempted to determine when, in the absence of husbands, wives were entitled to support by his surrogate, the state. When the SSFA began organizing the payment of benefits to wives in the fall of 1914, they did so in a political climate in which claims for generous benefits conflicted with a widespread "moral panic" about the behavior of working-class wives in their newly endowed and unhusbanded condition. Early in October of 1914, a range of social workers and SSFA volunteers wrote to The Times to complain that, while women insisted their children were starving, they were "all the time puffing into our faces fumes of whisky, gin and the like."45 Writers proposed combating drinking among women by restricting public house hours and by paying allowances in kind, not cash, already SSFA policy in such cases. Yet letters did not hold women entirely responsible for such dissolute behavior; rather, consistent with the charities' propensity to view working women as moral minors, writers blamed the atmosphere of "abnormal excitement" and the absence of the husband's restraining hand. His place, these letters implied, must be taken by the volunteer social worker, who, in alliance with the state, could convert the wife to the cause of moral uplift. 46 The letters to The Times fit easily into contemporary critiques of the charitable agenda and help to explain the hostility to SSFA administration. The SSFA's policies on wives were not reached in isolation, however, but were supported-and even preceded-by central government plans to supervise wives. A mere month after the outbreak of war, the War Office produced guidelines identifying "cases of immorality definitely established, conviction on criminal charges, or gross neglect of children" as grounds for cessation of allowances; the public furor about drinking among women merely served to add drunkenness to the catalog of bad behavior. Nor was the War Office content to leave the supervision of wives to charity visitors alone; it also forwarded its guidelines to all chief constables, urging police cooperation in War Office investigations. 47 When the War Office's plans to place wives under police supervision were leaked to the press, they aroused an immediate outcry. sion that marriage was, in legal terms, a contract exchanging the obligation to maintain a woman for exclusive sexual access, the ministry stated "[t]hat the woman by her infidelity has forfeited her right to be supported by her husband. Separation allowance being a payment by the State in lieu of the civil maintenance of which the wife is deprived by reason of her husband's military service, there is no obligation on the State to continue this payment if the husband would no longer be under a duty to maintain her if he were now in civil life."60 Since the wife's infidelity would give the husband the right to claim a divorce, the ministry claimed to make every effort to contact the soldier and ask whether he condoned his wife's misconduct; if he did not, they stopped the allowance, "the woman's repentance and present good character notwithstanding."'6' Between October of 1916 and March of 1920, the Statutory Committee and the Ministry of Pensions investigated at least 40,000 women (between 1 and 2 percent) for misconduct of various types and cut off the allowances of more than 13,000 of them (see Table 3 ). This was not in itself a high number, but it served to deter other women. As the Women's Advisory Committee to the Liquor Control Board noted, the stoppage of an allowance had a "good -effect" on the offender's entire neighborhood.62
The system of surveillance, probation, and forfeiture operated by the Ministry of Why were women investigated, she asked, since no inquiries were made "in regard to the husbands or male relations of these women and their moral conduct at the front, either in relation to alien women or the houses of ill-fame tolerated in the military areas"?63 Compelling as Boyle's criticism was, it was not really relevant. Forfeiture for infidelity was not an isolated and egregious case of administrative prurience; it was central to a benefit system structured around marital status insofar as marriage was defined, legally and conventionally, as a contract exchanging male maintenance for female chastity. In view of the amount of attention paid by feminist historians to the ways the state sanctions the paradigm of the male breadwinner and dependent wife, it is worth underscoring the centrality of these issues of sexual morality to the governmental and parliamentary concept of the marital bargain. Members of Parliament did not object to allowances being cut off for immorality, only to forfeiture without the husband's consent.64 Issues of sexual control and sexual access underlay both the "right to maintain" rhetoric and the state's sanctions. Bluntly, it was women's bodies and not women's labor that were to be "bought" by the state and safeguarded until the husband's return. BY 1917, THE PRESSURES OF WAR had led the state to accept the introduction of benefits for soldiers' wives on an unprecendented scale. The logic underlying this program assumed not only that male maintenance of women and children was desirable but also that state recognition of economic and sexual rights over wives and children was a right of the male citizen. Women's access to state benefits was made independent of their own work or need and mediated entirely by men. From this viewpoint, the provision of separation allowances appears as a key moment in which the presumption of male maintenance was implanted at the heart of an incipient welfare state.
But how, precisely, could allowances influence the later development of social Table 4 ), shows that, while "soldier's pay" meant real privation for most families of skilled workers, it could be something of a windfall for women with many children or with low-paid or unreliable husbands.66
Such a strict comparison between male wages and allowances is misleading, however, for even though politicians invariably discussed allowances as a pure alternative to wages, the vast majority of soldiers' households counted on both allowances and wages from other family members. Some employers also paid pensions to wives of their enlisted workers; in other cases, wives fell back on other strategies of casual earning such as taking in lodgers.67 Even where allowances were lower than wages, the absence of the family's costliest member and the nature of the payment system would inevitably affect the distribution of income within the family. Allowances, being regular, proportional to the size of the family, and at the entire disposal of the wife, could thus have safeguarded living standards for women and nonearning children.68
The contention that women benefited as much if not more from even moderate allowances paid to them as from wages paid to their husbands was upheld by an investigation undertaken in 1915 and 1916 by the Liverpool Women's Industrial Council, of which Eleanor Rathbone was a prominent member. The council consulted health, housing, police, school, and charitable authorities and found "preponderating evidence that the effect of separation allowances has been good, especially as regards the health and general well-being of the children."69 Crime, drunkenness, infant mortality, and convictions for child abuse had all declined, and pawnshops reported a substantial fall in business. Restrictions on pub hours and the expansion of social work were partly responsible, admitted the council, but credit was largely due to "the regular and more adequate income, and the greater economic independence of women."70 While subsequent historical research has confirmed the council's finding of a broad improvement in civilian health during the war, it is impossible to isolate allowances from the other factors responsible for that improvement. The most that can safely be said is that families on separation allowances shared in the general rise in working-class living standards during World War I and that high wages, increased employment of women, allowances, and the absence of men all helped to ensure that those improvements were felt especially by women and children.7' " Contemporary accounts confirm this judgment. Robert Roberts, writing of life in Salford during the war, recalled that "[mlany wives of fighting men discovered that they could manage far better on government allowances than they ever did on their breadwinner's meagre wage"; his recollections are corroborated by the detailed evidence presented by social workers to the Select Committee on Naval and Military Services (Pensions and Grants), which showed that allowances were often roughly equivalent to the housekeeping money given to wives by unskilled laborers. See Robert Roberts, The Classic Slum The difference which the Separation Allowance system has made to many [dependent wives], the sense of security, of ease, of dignity that they are tasting for the first time in their lives, is one of the very few good things that the ill-wind of war has brought ... It will be interesting to see how these women will take it when the war is over and they are asked to go back to their old status of dependency. I confess to hoping that the seeds of "divine discontent" will have been implanted in them too deeply to be eradicated, and that we feminists will then find our opportunity.74 since the "service" of motherhood was undoubtedly a citizenship function that merited social rights.
Allowances were never intended to serve as a system of payment for motherhood, however, since they were contingent on the soldier's fighting, not the wife's mothering. They were paid directly to women because no other option was possible (the men being at the front), but the effects on wives' own health and independence were largely unintended and unforeseen. The feminist "misreading" of allowances did have consequences, though, especially for the shift toward maternalism within women's politics in the postwar period. Between 1916 and 1918, arguments for the endowment of motherhood were revived by women in feminist organizations and on the Labour left and placed before politicians and government committees. These women abandoned the moralizing model of the charities to argue that social and economic benefits for women were a "right" due women themselves, because of their own distinct contribution to the state: motherhood. Social policies, rather than votes or wage work, would be the means of freeing the nation's mothers: with that claim, feminists began a campaign for cash benefits for mothers that ended only with the passage of the Family Allowances Act in 1945.76 In arguing that mothering was a citizenship "function" equivalent to that of soldiering, feminists produced a rhetoric capable of sustaining demands for independent social rights for mothers. But they also allowed a dangerous analogy between the national obligations of the soldier and those of fertile women and betrayed their naivete about the malleability and disinterestedness of the British state. Like many other early twentieth-century politicians, Rathbone clung to a concept of the state as, in the phrase favored by socialists, "the community organized," unproblematically translating democratic sentiment into policy; she thus viewed the prospect of state-supervised reproduction without apprehension.77 Nevertheless, while the wartime state proved to be a porous entity, absorbing and expelling public and private bodies when faced with new needs, the question of which needs were recognized was by no means popularly determined. Separation allowances went through on the scale they did only because they were seen as a military necessity; even then, the nerve centers of government-the Treasury and the War Office-consistently showed themselves less than enthusiastic over rate increases and widening state control.78 The ability of soldiers to force the hand of the state was strictly contingent on their ability to muster parliamentary support for 77 Rathbone did in fact justify some degree of state surveillance of mothers. Discussing wartime pensions and allowances for women, she wrote, "surely if the state is acting in loco parentis it has a right to be satisfied that they [the children] are properly looked after. It seems to me a pseudofeminism which assumes that all mothers are good mothers and denies or ignores the principle that to take money from the State for discharging a certain duty involves a responsibility to the State and justifies such supervision as is necessary to see that the duty is being properly carried out"; Rathbone, "Pensions and Allowances," 664. 78 
